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Supplemental 

Video Generation 

The 21 videos were chosen out of a larger subset of 54 videos. Firstly, videos were chosen based on 

clarity of the cardiovascular data, ensuring that clear signal was obtained for every heartbeat. Secondly, 

we chose videos based on physiological responses (e.g. “Stress” and “Post Stress” videos were composed 

of the highest physiological responders (while ensuring a gender balance) and “No Stress” videos were 

composed of speakers who exhibited the smallest physiological changes during speech.  

  Videos were then edited from three minutes in duration to precisely one minute in duration. Four 

of the 21 videos were edited to start two to four seconds from time zero, in order to coincide with the 

onset of speaker’s speech (and avoid 2-4 seconds of silence at the beginning of the video). Five of the 

seven “No Stress’ videos were edited to feature either the second or third minute of speech because these 

time frames featured the speaker while their HR was closest to baseline levels.  

Results 

A two-way mixed design ANOVA found no significant interaction between cognitive empathy and 

baseline corrected IBI of watcher based on video type being viewed, F(2, 122) = 0.54, p = 0.59.  

A two-way mixed design ANOVA found no significant interaction between cognitive empathy and 

anxiety ratings made by observers, based on video type, F(2, 122) = 2.373, p = 0.098.  

A two-way mixed design ANOVA found no significant interaction between cognitive empathy and 

maximum correlation based on video type, F(2, 122) = 0.71, p = 0.49.             

A two-way mixed design ANOVA found no significant interaction between cognitive empathy and lag 

time to obtain maximum correlation based on video type, F(2, 122) = 0.56, p = 0.57. 

 


